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commeuts be addressed in the first quartaly HRR update, scheauled to be submitted by 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

DOE'S responses to EPA, CDH, aud PRC. commeots were xeviewecl h r  completeness and 
technical adequacy. cornmeats that w a e  addressed adequately are noted as such and are not 
discussed -ex. Comments that were hadequa% addressed are d~scussed in fuxther dem below. 
The review is organized into sections for EPA, CDH, and PRC responsee. Th0 numbering of the 
response rwisw comments corresponds to nmlxxhg h EPA, CDH, and PRC comments. 

2.0 REspoNsE To EPA COMMENTS 

The fullowing sections provide a review of the DOE'S Response to EZPA commmts on the 
draft ZmR. The response review follows tha EPA's numbering for the draft review and i s  divided 
into general and specific commants. 

2.1 

1. 

2, 

3 - 4. 

23 

1-3. 

4. 
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GENERAL COMMBNTS 

A map showing pnly the Individual Hazardous Substance Site (IHSS) locations that wem 
changed in one oolox and thefr original Interagency Agreement (LAG) locations in a Werent 
color' was not provided. Shce many questions seem to arise regarding the differences 
between the IAG and the BRR, a figure such as'thh would be befbl fn documenting the 
changes. 

Ratiomle: ' A &re would provide additional documentatlo ' n for the di fkraces  between the 
IAG and the RRR. 

DOE has not provided any maps or additional information regarding the locations of the 
potential incidants of concern (PICs) idmtifkl h the HRR. 'xhe DOE response to this 
comment indicated that an effort would be made to provide approximate locatiom of the PICs. 
Most of  the PIC deacriptiom in Seotion 3.15 indicate that the exact locatioxls of the 
occurrences could not be determined. However, in the Description of Operation or 
Occurrence hr many of the PICs, an approximate location is yeciiled (for o m p b ,  "oubide 
enhance to Building 750" or "in an mused production pit outside Build@ 76"). These 
approximate location descriptions should be used to generate an approximate location map. 

Bation& ~n approximate location map 
and help to identie incidem of coxrcexn that m@ht neeU to be included in the operable unit 
investigations. 

These EPA wmmem are addressed adequately. 

provide clacation of tbe ~ocatiom OE PIG 

S p E c m c C o ~  . 

These EPA commmts are addressed adequately. 

Page 900-19 to 21. PAC6 90 0-119.1 and 119. 2. Unit:hm&, and Descriptions, DOE'S 
response to EPA's comment regard- solvent storge at tJie Fat and West Metal Storage 

i .  
I* 
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Areas (PACa 900419.1 and 119.2) generally disagrees with EPA’s understanding. DOE 
provided very M e  additional information to c l d e  the operations at these RAG. Addiriond 
information and suppo+ data should be provided. 

Jtaticmale: As specified in the IAG, complete documemtion of events at all MSSs is 
required tu assist in assessing remedial investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) needs. 

2.3 NEW COMMENTS 

1. PIC 18 in the draft HRR, Oil. Burning Pit East of Gate 6, docs not appear @I the find HRR 
and no explanation could be foMd far this change. . 

Rationale; An explanation should be provided for any PIC removed from the draft HRR. 

3.0 RESPONSE TO CDH COMMENTS 

The following seGtions provide a review of the DOE’S Response to CDH comments on the 
draft HRR. The response review follows CDWs numbering for the draft review and is divided into 
general and speciflc mmmentn, 

3.1 GENERALCOMMENTS 

1. The opcrable units (Ow for the IHSSs have been corrected, with de exoeptiOn of 300-212, 
700.215, and NE-216.2-3, WSS 300-212, listed as OU10 in Fate of.Constitwnts Released to 
Environment, page 300-24, should be cbrrectly listed as MSS OU15. XASS 700-215 is listed 
as part of OU9 in MSS Reference Number and Fate of Consthem &leased to 
Bnviromnent, page 700-70, but should be listed as OU15. NE-216.2 aad NE-216.3 3 are 
listed as part of OU6 in Fate of Constituents Rdwed to EnviXoment aud should be listed as 
part of OU2 (NE-216.1 is part of OWQ. 

Rati6nale: Operable unit designations should be consistent throughout the report to avoid 
confusion. 

TMS CDH comment is:ddreSsd adequately, 
,’ 

2. 

3. . All PACs and under buildw contaminadoh (CJBC) sites were added to tlw @rw, with *.e 
exception of NW-195 @ i p o  NW-I) and 500-169 (Figure 500-1). These PACs should be 
added to their respective figures. 

&&ionale; Figures should contain ail PACs referenced in the report for cbmlstescy. 

Rationale for the PAC location cha.ug& (outlbk in &een on figures) has been provided for 
all of the aff.ected PAC3 with the exception of NE-110, 400-129,600-120.1-2, 700-123.2, 
700-150.3, and 800-102. The rationale for changing thtkeFAC locations Is unclear. 
Explanation for the location changw, should be pxwidd. 

4. 

2 
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5. 

3 3  

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Rationale; Documentation and exp ldon .  of changa fivm the XAO should be provided in 
the HRR. 

This CDH comment is addressed adequately. 

SPECmc co-s 

w . 3 . 2 ,  This ClDH cornat  is addressed adequWy. 

Section 2,3& DOE'S response M the CDH comment regardlug dadflcation of Appendix F 
(Summary of Events) was ddresed adequately in the response only, This clw~cation 
should b duplicated in S d o n  2.3.4, page 2-10, to clarify the intent of the discussion. 

Rationale: Tracking criteria for Moor evema should be dearly identifled to avoid confdon. 

This CDH comment iS addmsed adequately. 

Bible 3-1. "his CDH CbmmeRt is addressed adequately, 

&ferenm. The O H  comment regarding the Section 5.0 refetence was not addressed. The 
reference to Section 5.0, page 3-29, should be chauged to refer to Appendix A. 

Referaces should be accurate to pmte unity of the docukent. 

,PAC NE-1562 - -  SW I$$ These O H  commenU are addressed adequately. 

PAC 100496. PAC 100-196 has been deleted from Figure 100-1. PAC 100-196 should be 
included in Figure 100-1. 

JWonale: Fwes should contain all PACs referenced in the report for consistency. 

PAC 700-1. - 900-1300, These CDEX comments are addressed adequately. 

sectibn 3.15, MIE h$ no: provided my maps nor additional inforktion regarding ihe 
locadons of the PICs id&ed in the HRR. "he DOE response to this comment h d h t e d  
that an effort would bs made to provide approximate lodons of the PICs. Most of the PIC 
descriptions indicate that the exact tocatiops of the occmencea could not be determined. 
lH[owwer, in the Description of Operation or Occupance for many of the PIG, ad 
approximate location is specifled (for example, "outside mtrwe to Building 750" or "in an 
unused production pit outside Buildiag 776"). These approximate location descriptions should 
be used to generate au approxhte hcation map. .: 

Rationate: An approximate location map would prohe some cornlation betwpm PIG and 
would help identify areas of concern that might need'to'be :iuded in the operable unit 
investigations. : *  

3 
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4.0 RESPON!3E TO PRC COMMEnns 

The followhg sections provide a review of the DOE’S response to PRC commexlts on the 
draft HRR, The response review follows PRC’s number@ for the draft review aud is divided hto 
gexxexd and specific coments. 

Sward new PAC xumabere in the final HRR have been changed fiom the Draft HRR. PACs 
300-701, 300-703,300-709, and 300-710, were changed. An explanation regarding these cbwgea 
should be provided to wdid confusion. 

1 - 3. Them PRC coommMt9 were addresed during a 
1992, and will be included h quartexly updates. 

between ROE and EPA on April 16, 

4. This PRC comment is addressed adequably. 

5. This PRC comment is aadressed adequately. 

1. Pa* 2-3. Section 2-3. The list of file ;repvsitmies on page 2-3 stdl does not match the list 
provided In Appendix B. All the fde repositories identified in. the RRR should be 

Pationale; Appendix B should contain a description of  all HRR file sources to d a n c e  the 
utUity of the document. 

specifidly addzessed in Appendix B. 

2. This PRC comment is addressed adequately. 

3. - The cbmment regarding inconsistent . 
~ A p p e n d l x  E, Ptecode Sheet hmctions, Dm 
From aud To, WBS not addressed. The text on page 3-28 should be modified for consistency 
with the lprecode Shat l[nstm$ions. 

Rationale; The text k d  supporting appendices should be consistent to avoid confwsion. 

5 - 29. These PRC cements are addressed adequately. 

- 

30. &$GL Rationale has been provided for a l l  PAC! boundary modlflcations with the exception 
of NE-110 and 400-129. Explanations of why NE-110 and 400-129 Boundaries have been 
modified should be providcd. 

Rationale; Documentation and explanation of changk horn the IAG should be provided in 
the HRR. 

I .  

W 

: ;  
; ’. 31 - 32, The IPIRC mme& are addressed adquatdy. 


